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In.theinnow classic study of the "WHittman Bchciblr' Hemphillo Griffiths
./

f.- 4
and Prederiksen (1962) struotured eight' primary dimensions of adininiSt?ative

. ,

behavior. Those factors have been used extensively to determine diagnostic

profiles for aspiring and practicing administrators. Through.usa of the .

. .
P

materials and procedures.develpped from. their data, one is Able to gain
. .

insights into his administrative stylo. At one time or another in an attempt
.

.

to simulate his/hk- adminiseratin actions, many in Division A have participated

in the in-basket exercise. The major objectives of the original study were:

To determine petfortence dimensions in the elementary school
principalship in orddr to gain a better undefstatiding of the:
nature of the job.

Td gathdr data relevanCto theproblem of selecting school
administrators.

. . . .
3)1 To' provide materials and instruments for the study and-teaching

of school administration. '
-... ,...,,,.-

/
To achieve these, an administrative vignette was eori:ved in iich

,

-. . . '

nt
. \

.... ,

-responses.might be elicited arill recorded with respe t to the fundamental sks

of the principal's job. A portioti'of that experience included the in-basket

The two)Mundred thirty-two principals participating in the studyexercise.

were scored on each of sixty-eight categories:

Estimated Number of Words
Usual Courses of Action
Number of Subordinates rivolved

Individually
Number of Superiors Involved
Number of Outside Groups Involved

0 Gives Recognition for Ability or
Good Work

Carelessness or Minor Error
Relates to Background Materials or'

Other Items
Uses Human or Personal Values in

Analysis

Number of Items Not-Attempted
Rejection of Test ConditiOns,

Number of Subordinate Croups Involuted!
Number of Outsiders Involved

Individually
Unusual Courses of Action
Shows Aiiareness,of Poor Work

1 ,

Socially, Insensltive

Conceptual, Analysis
Prejudges, Makes Unwarranted Assumption,

nor Largely Inappropriate Perception
Uses physical Values in Analysis
Uses Program Vrlues in Analysis



.

.0 Discusses with Subordinates
Asks for Information, Opinion,

Advice, or rmission from
Subordinatet: .

Asks for Information, Opinion,
Advice, or Permission from

'Outsiders.
Artives at a Procedure for

Deciding
Makes Tentative or Definite
rPlanspnly

kotk Scheduled for.Same or
FolloWing Week

r Takes Leading Action.
Follows Lead by Subordinates
Follows Lead by Outsiders

(
Coordination'

Delegates Completely
Delegates Partially, but Without

Control
Communicates Face-to-Face
'Communicates by Writing
dyes Information to Superios
Explains Actions toSubordinates
Explains Actions to.Out4ders
Courtesy to Superiors
Informality to Superiors
Backslip Teachers or Staff Officers
Attempts to Improve the Working

Conditions of the Staff

2

Discusses with Sdperiors or Outsiders
Asks for Information, Opinion,

Advice, or Permission .from
Superiors

Requires Further Information.
Delays or Postponesecision'or

Temporizes
Contingent Decisio n
Concluding Decision
Work Scheduled for Same or Following

Day .

Work Scheduled: Indefinite Time or No
Time Specified'

Takes Terminal Action.
Follows Lead by Superiors
Follows a Pre-established Structure
Initiates a New Structure
Delegates Partially with Control

,Gives Directions and/or SUggestions
Refers,to Superiors
Communicites by Telephone
Gives Information to Subordinates
Gives Information to Outsiders
Explains Actions to Superiors
Courtesy to Subordinates
CoUrtesy to OutSiders
Informality to Outsiders
Improves Staff
Imposes Controls: Sets a Deadline
Imposes Controls: Follow-Up or

Feedback Planned

The relfabilitiei of those measures ranged from .97 to .01. The

forty categories with the highe-st model response were selected for further

analysis. After contemplation of Tucker's (1958) interybattery method' of

factor analysis, the authors conducted a principal factOr analysis of the
11.

40 x 40 correlation matrix using the largest row entries as a communality

4PN
estimates. The raw pattern coefficients were both orthogonally and obliquely

t .

transformed. The resulting first order factors were:

4
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A) Exchange of Information
B) Discussing Before Acting-
C) Complying with Suggestions
D) Analyzing the Situation

E) Maintaining Relationship's
F) Organizing Work
C) 'Responding to Outsiders

H) Directing Others

Plan of the Present Study

The original in-basket correlation matrix as,determined by Hemphill,
A

GriffithS, and Frederiksen was used as the basis of this study.(1) The

intent was to reanalyze those data according to a strategy recently outlined

by Harris sand Harris 0.971) *in the search for comm n comparable faceors (CCF) .

The'.useitce.of the procedure involvs subjecting the matrix to several factor

.
analytic models (Alpha, R - S4, Unrestricted Ilaximum Likelihood) and trans-

,

forming the patterns both orthogonally and obliquely. The intent is to

identify factors which prove robust with respect to all methods--the strategy

. . .
,---47

serves as a safeguArd,against dimensions which result as artifacts of

paAicular model-- /
ti,

Priot,to the application of the strategy, 1;:t was inte ed to asse the)

psychometric adequacy of the matrix using the Kaiser-Rice (1974) Measure of

Sampling Adequacy (NSA):

EEq
2jk

MSA = SOk*

EEq2jk -F rEr2jk )

jOk OIt

7
(1)The matrix i's foun-d-on pages 132 and 133 of Administrative Performance

and Personality (Hemphill, Griffiths and Frederiksen, l962):--$Dws 16 and 17
are missing, however, but may be obtained rom Charles Dziuban or The Bureau
of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University.
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where g2jk is a squared clemP2p)t of the anti-image correlation matrix
.

\

(the element S2 = [ding R1 -1) awl r2 jk is an element of the original cor-

SR-1

4

relation matrix. A similar measure -mays be defined for individual variables:

,

'Er2jk
k

MSA (j) = k#j

Zr
2
jk Eq2jk

k k

kOj kOJ /

Y

The 1-neasures (including- individual indices) lie-bd -tween 'zero and one,'

The overall inOx gives indfcatiori of the. -degree,to wili--adh the variables

"belong together psychometrically"--comp e.yan adequ sampil from some
1

. ,
..,

domein. .The indi ''idual NSA _demonstrates to what degrp'e?;,a particular variable
te.

Mt.k."belongs to the'family"' psychometrically. Recently s 1 studies have been

corOucted (Dziuban and Shirkey, 1974A;'Dziubasi and'ShiWey, 1974B;.Dziuban

:

and Shirkey, 1976) which de, :::Strate tnat the'MSA is 71 otone to the right
ss.

Nthing regarfling the factorabi 'ty of a given correlatio
P
matrix..

.
7' p,i'

Upon the initial attenIt:, however, to factor the fatty variables the

determinant was found to be A84 x 10 -16, a number soclose to zero as to

render the matrix singulqr4

the above procedures (wiMe

a secondary analysis str4,t,m0

procedure

This, of course, makes it possible to complete

the u e of g neralized in erses), Accordingly,

was sed. Of the above-me lione ad fctQring
, 0 .

the alpha meth. wiser and ,Caffery, 1965)1as s e

S)

cted'bedhuse-

it 1.;:iayq116 initiated'with c

,;

correlations'
.

The proced

generali

munality estimates otherl&n' squared multiple

e is a psichometri.c one and yields faetors of maximum

in the sense .of Cronbach'

s z,

jr
6'



4e

where N is the number
4

ai N - 1 )

N 1 X

of variables and X is the eigenvalue of the i th factor.

The raw patterns were tranUormed according to the direct oblimin criterion

(t = OX. Coefficients absolutely greater than .4 were used-for interpreta6Ori)

putposes,.

/-

The two factor intercorrelation matrices-(L) were alse...sujected to

siapR ing adequacy analysis as well as the determination of the individual
.

andst erall root mean square correlation for each. No attempt was made to

derive second order fact9rp from these data.

Results

The transformed pattern matrix is presented In Table One. Of the ten
. .

retained faCtors, five were interpretable. Those factors were:

.FACTOR

1

I Itemt#

Discusses with Subordinates
.Decides on Procedure
Indefinite Worb4Scheduled.

,Termindl Action' .

- Initiates Structure

CommuniCates.Fqqe-to-Face

,

.

-.72

.54

-.59
,.71

-:52:,

-.66

Alpha 0;ef.:-.

14

19
24.

26

31
33

.948

.

i,was clear' that this first. factor was the 'Discussing Before Acting" dimension.,,,....

`--FACTOR II ,Item # AlphaCoef.
4 .

4 Subordinates Involved -.46 ..
, 21 Plans Only .76

25 Leading Action -.77 4

32 Directs . -%62 :
.930

35 COmmunicates by Writing -.13._
)

38 Countesy to Subordinates -.66
i

.

This was the "Directing Others" dimension..

1.
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This third alpha

.Item #

rtem6 Omitted.

:Concluding Decision
Terminal Action
FolloWs Subordinates

,,.Follows Superiors

-.75'2

20'-
,26
27

28

,
` -

.

.85

.65

.68

.53

6.

Alpha Coef.

.904

,

factor, an original subset of*PitcusSing Before Acting,"

emerged separately and was entitled :'Taking a Course of Actp

FACTOR. V Item #
1)

a
.

, 9

12'
13

Alpha Coef.

Aware of Poor Work :-.41
,

Conceptual Analysis --.95 '.774
Program Values \ -.75

1,

This factor emerged as the "Analyzing the Situation", dimension.

FACTOR_ VI Item # Alpha Coef..
___

4
22 Immediate Work Scheduled - .66 Y

23 Intermediate Work Scheduled .62
, 24 Indefinite Nark Scheduled -.67

.740
, .

\This. factor was termed "Organizing Work" as it was in the original - study.

The only dimension appearing in this analysis which was separate from the

original results was "Taking a Course of Action.P In the Hemphill, eiffith6

and Frederiksen research this was related to the more comprehensive factor--
4

Discussing Before Acting.

The intercdrAations among 'the factors in the original- study and the

alpha result's are presented in Tables Two and Three. It appears that the
0

interrelationships among the factors were much less for the alpha stu dy. This

is verified by a root mean square correlation of .35 in the original study.

,(Table IV) and .20 in the alpha study. This, of-course, was a function

my choice of delta. The overall U.S.A. was indeterminant for the -Rem

Ch_ffiths, and Frederiksen matrix while a value of .76 was obtaine

Dziuban results.

,

1

d
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DiscusSion

The purpose oit- this study was to validate the results originadly obtained
. .

by Hemphill, Griffith's, and Frejeriksen by determining to what degree the
. ,

.

. .
. - , .

sample of forty in-basket ctegories represented an adequate sample from

' their domain of bUavior and by identifying factdrs which were robust wiIh.

1 '' -- S ,

respect to the metbodS used. Obviously the singularity of the correlation

matrix prevented those mealod from eventuating. So we find- thaD the in-basket

11 factors are based upon a matrix which 'i s unfactorable n' many respects. It
,y

seems that a 'reasonable explanation for this -might be-that Substantial depen-

dencies existed among the scoring categories. Further,the indeterminancy

of the measures of sampling adequacy prevented ale answer to the domain

. to
sampling question of the forty

.
in-basket categories. Consequently, the only

.
available "factoring"/procedures were prinal components or some method,

v
1

1
. 2 //

in which R was not directly involved--thus the alpha procedure. //'

The results of this study produced some interpretablOa-ctoTs-dt-dsome

noise. 'Ctstomarily alpha yields a lower bound to the correct number of factors"

but in this case resulted in to more than were extracted by Hemphill, Griffiths,

and Frederiksen. The first factor identified was a compact version of he
e

,...,------original, "Discussing Before Acting," although eight of dn.& original variables
:','V,

, . .., , .

were not salient. "Discussing Before Acting" was thb
m
strongest dimension, in

.

.

this study, although it was second in t ?e original research. It is related
.

.4
to "Arranging,Face-to-Fpce Discussions BefoN Taking a Final Course of Action."

.

Althoughit was the weakest in the original work, the next Strongest factor

in this study was comprised by six of the ten'variables which were termed'

"Directing the Vork-of Others."'

41



8

The third factor was compaed of variables,xhich were an original, subsetA

,
# ..

of "Discussing with Others before Acting" plus an additional variable--
. Alp

. "Concluding, Decision." Ie was virtually unrelated (r =-.08), however, to

(

4

"Disc sing" and appears to be a clearly separate dimension related to '!Taking

a Course of Action." It is` the long sought after decision. The number of

items omitted was negatively related to other variables so that omission of

items would indicate an unwillingness to take a terminal action. The fourth

identifiable factor (V) in this study corresponded exactly ,Co analyzing the

situation 'Obile the'finatfdctor was formulated by three variables from
-/

/ the original."OrganizinOork" factor. It seems quite simply "Scheduling

Work,"

O

If the original_ and alpha fattors are examined in 'the order of their

strength, some interesting trends emerge:

Hempiiill,,Criffithse_frederiksen

-Exchange of.Information
Discussing Before Acting

-Complying with Suggestions
Analyzing the Situation

-Mai ntatning Relationships

-Responding tb Outside's
Directing Others

Dziuban

Discussion Before Acting
Directing Others .

Taking a Course of Action
Analyzing the, Situation
Orianizing Work

"Exchange of InforMation" which was the strongest factor in, the original

work did not omeyge in the Dziuban study. ':Discussing Before4\cting" ;as

ranked second in the Hemphill, Criffithse and Ffederiksen research but emerged .

as the strongest dimension in the present study. It seems cloir that

"Discussing Beforeq014ng" ,is an important filmension gf 'these
4

data. "Com-
d

\plying with Suggestions," a rather stronr, original factor, was not identified'
fte

in the present research: "%nal5i2in the Situation," a moderately strong

I
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_factor in the Hemphill, Griffiths, and Aederiksen Work,prbved to /one of

the weakest in the reanalysis. (a'= .774). Variables related po Waintaining

Relationships'' did not replicate that dimension in the alpha study,('/Organizing

Work" appeared to be a fairly weak dimension in -both study. "Re,Tondlng

`to'Outsiders" was the final dimension which existed'iri 14 e `origins work but

failed to crystalize in tke Dziuban-study. Finally "Directing Others" which

was the weakest factor in the Hemphill; Griffiths, and Frederiksen matrix"
proved the second strongest dn the reanalysis.

So we have asituation in which four of the origi al dimensions of

administrative performance could not be reproduce.. Of greater 'interest

is th5fact hat exchanging information was s\ sensitive to reanalysis that

it disappeareA. All four of the a-s.tor;' ich failed-to appear in a sense .4,

; are related to,mainenavit functions-
xchanging, complying, maintaining and

responding. Of'the original dimen ons those.whic proved robust were

related to discuskon/direction an is /organizati,Qn. Generally the

' compacted analysis seemed to de- emphasize the personal dimensions of

administrative perlorm4nce.

. .

These results might suggest that several of the original in-basket

pare robust. They may also suggest, however,ithat i there. may be fewer.

relevant in-basket categbrics than originally outlined and.that th6y Aes

,

a

.

considorably,more unrelated to each other. This would facilitate the '-

. ,

develoPent of independent scores on each of the factors. Accordingly,
..

the simulation ofadministrative performance might be considerably simplified --
- n

a cross validation studS7.ofi this necds to 1)6 undertaken to determine if,

recalibratign is warranted:. It may be that developMent, of annbjective
. 4r, .

typology is a possibility.

11
tf v`
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TABII TWO

Factor
Intercorrelations from the Original Study

D E' G
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v, TABLE FOUR

s Measures of Sampling Adequacy and Ro'ot Mean Scplare Correlations
for the Twa Fac I ntercorrelation Matrices

`
Original Study Alpha Study

Factor M,Slo'r RIB Factor MSA RMS

- , .45 1 . .,Z.2 .25

2 - .44 2 .67 .-.16
4-

3 .. .23 3 .75 ..15

4 .21 4 .69, .19
. ..0 .

5 . -
-..----

4. .23 5 - .83 .21

6. - .43 6 .73 . l'6

7' - - .33 7 .79, .19

8 :36 8 .85 .23
. . .-

.
9 .73 .21

,
-

10 ,, .8g .25. .
*NSA sitndeter- .
atinant (matrix
singUlar)
Overa11 RI IS =

Overall =
Overall NSA = .76

4

Y


